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ABSTRACT
 
This study examined female college students'
 
perceptions of a successful manager in traditional and
 
nontraditional sex dominated occupations, nursing and
 
management respectively. in addition, the influence of the
 
subjects' own sex role orientation and self efficacy were
 
investigated. It was hypothesized that the traditional
 
group of nursing students would have a feminine sex role
 
orientation, perceive the successful manager in masculine
 
terms and therefore have low self efficacy for the
 
supervisory position. On the other hand, the management
 
students were expected to have a more egalitarian sex role
 
orientation and perceive the successful manager in more
 
egalitarian terms, and Would have a higher self efficacy for
 
the management positions. Results gave support for the sex
 
role orientation hypothesis. Nursing students did have a
 
more feminine sex role identification. The hypothesis for
 
self efficacy was also supported, and management students
 
exhibited higher self efficacy for the management position.
 
However, the last hypothesis of the perception of a
 
successful manager was not supported. There were no
 
significant differences between the traditional and
 
nontraditional groups. Implications and suggestions for
 
further research are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION
 
People in today's American society have the need to
 
succeed and be successful. For many this success is based on
 
their occupation, and the prestige with which it is
 
associated. This need for success has had an effect on both
 
men and women, as an increasing number of women have entered
 
the work force. Now more and more women are committed to
 
seeking success and promotions in their occupations (Nieva &
 
Gutek, 1981). Thus, they are now striving for equality in the
 
workplace, and to be perceived as competent in their work
 
pursuits as their male peers.
 
There are many factors which affect whether or not a
 
woman will be perceived as successful, one of which is whether
 
or not the individual is in a managerial, or supervisory
 
position, still commonly defined in masculine terms. However,
 
a change in the definition of a successful manager has begun
 
to emerge. This change may have an effect on how women
 
managers are perceived in the future. The purpose of this
 
paper is to examine if this change has had an impact on how a
 
successful manager is perceived by college students, and to
 
identify if this perception is dependent on their field of
 
study.
 
It could be expected that women's career choice will be
 
a function of their personality characteristics. It could
 
also be expected that if their sex role orientation is
 
consistent with their occupational gender, which is often the
 
case (Nieva & Gutek, 1981), it also can be expected to have an
 
impact on their expectation to succeed, or self efficacy, in
 
a leadership position.
 
Women in Management
 
Traditipnally, most managerial positions have been filled
 
by men. As the number of workinig women increases and i^einains
 
in the workforce, it can be expected that more women will
 
enter into management. In fact, there has been a noted
 
increase of women in management. Hymonitz and Schellhardt
 
(cited in Brenner, Tomkiewicz, and Schein, 1989) found that in
 
1972 only 19 percent of all management positions were filled
 
by women, whereas today women fill nearly 33 percent of these
 
positions. However, this increase is not indicative of women
 
in the upper ranks of management, as can be seen with Berlin
 
(1988), Who found that women fill only 2 percent of the senior
 
management positions in America's largest companies.
 
Expectations
 
Womens' expectations of themselves and those of a good
 
manager, regardless of gender, could be one reason for the
 
small number of women in management positions. Unfortunately,
 
research results in this area have been inconsistent. One
 
study done by Garland and Smith (1981) surveyed male and
 
female undergraduate students to see which group would be more
 
likely to enter sex appropriate occupations. They asked
 
subjects to categorize occupations into three classifications:
 
male dominated, if it had been rated higher on masculinity,
 
female dominated; if rated higher on femininity and
 
androgynous, if rated equally on both masculinity and
 
femininity. Garland and Smith (1981) expected to find that
 
males would have higher expectations for male and neutral
 
occupations, and that both men and women would have similar
 
expectations for female occupations. What they discovered is
 
that the highest achievement motivation was toward the same
 
sex dominated occupations, but that females did not show
 
significantly lower motivation for masculine occupations.
 
These results are somewhat in conflict with earlier work done
 
by Homer (cited by Garland and Smith, 1981), who found that
 
females would have significantly lower achievement motivation
 
for masculine occupations, which was explained by the expected
 
conse^ences of entering an opposite sex dominated occupation.
 
Directly in conflict with the results found by Garland and
 
Smith (1981), Bridges (1988) found that females' expectations
 
varied according to the sex dominance of the field, but that
 
men were not affected by the sex dominance of the field and
 
their expectations remained relatively consistent. Women were
 
more likely to have lower expectations for success within male
 
dominated occupations, but had higher expectations for female
 
dominated fields. A reason for Garland and Smith's (1981)
 
differing results could be that they not only looked at the
 
sex dominance of the occupation, but also at each occupation's
 
prestige. The added variable of prestige may have had an
 
effect on how the subjects responded, since prestige is often
 
a desired quality. Thus the women would not have shown a
 
lowered motivation to enter a higher prestige field, even if
 
it were opposite sex dominated. Bridges' results suggest one
 
explanation for why women may have traditionally stayed in
 
same sex dominated occupations: they expect to do better in
 
those occupations. However, there are other factors which
 
come into play when choosing an occupation, and it could also
 
be expected that women with higher educational levels would
 
find occupations which utilize their degrees and talents.
 
Thus, the expectation for success and educational level could.
 
in part, account for the growing number of women in
 
management.
 
Attributions
 
Attribution of responsibility for success may also be
 
part of the reason why women are hesitant about entering the
 
field of management. Heimovics and Herman (1988) found that
 
men tend to make stronger attributions to their own ability
 
than women and are less likely to attribute their success to
 
luck. Similar results were found by Garland and Price (cited
 
by Heimovics and Herman,1988) whose data indicated that the
 
attitude toward women in management affected the attribution
 
of success. If there was a positive attitude about women in
 
management, then their success was attributed mostly to their
 
hard work. On the other hand, negative attitudes towards
 
women managers' success was attributed to luck. Frieze,
 
Whitley, Hanusa, and McHngh (1982) found that even though
 
females have a slightly higher tendency to attribute both
 
successes and failures to luck, men make stronger attributions
 
to their ability. A possible explanation of this, which has
 
been suggested by Wong (cited by McHugh, Frieze, & Hanusa,
 
1982), is that females have a different perception of luck
 
than males. Wong suggests that this is due to males'
 
perception of externality and internality as opposing
 
dimensions and that females' perceive the two dimensions of
 
internality and externality as jointly deteiTnining the
 
outcome.
 
Sex Role Stereotvpina
 
Taking into consideration the previous reasons such as
 
expectations and attributions for success and the sex
 
dominance of the occupation for women not choosing a career in
 
management, it appears that sex role stereotyping may also be
 
largely responsible for women not viewing the managerial
 
position as being attainable. Put into simple terms, sex-role
 
stereotyping is a belief about What men and women's roles
 
should be (Colwill, 1987). This belief is ingrained in our
 
entire lifestyle and can be seen in virtually everything we
 
do. By learning our appropriate places we become sex-role
 
socialized, and it is so pervasive in our culture that it is
 
often never noticed (Colwill, 1987). This stereotyping also
 
mandates which occupations are "open" to either men or women.
 
This can be seen by occupations being labeled as either
 
masculine or feminine as was done by Garland and Smith (1981).
 
Overall, this sex^role socialization probably has had the most
 
impact in determining which occupation are perceived as sex
 
appropriate. However, in seeing the increasing number of
 
women in management one must question how this could occur, in
 
our sex-role socialized culture. It could possibly be due to
 
the changing way that managers are being defined, as well as
 
the definition of success in that position. Yet, it is the
 
perception of gender characteristics and their relationship to
 
the appropriateness of the occupation that may still be viewed
 
as a hinderance in acquiring nontraditional gender positions.
 
Gender Characteristics and Professional Women
 
Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson, and Rosenkrantz
 
(1972) reported that characteristics commonly attributed to
 
men, such as competence, rationality and assertiveness, were
 
positively valued more often than characteristics commonly
 
attributed to women, such as warmth and expressiveness. As
 
Martin, Harrison and Dinitto (1983) observed, professional
 
women face a dilemma: to be successful, they must be
 
assertive, competitive, and firm; yet to be "masculine" they
 
run the risk of alienating others, since the expectation of
 
women is that they should be warm and expressive. Berlin
 
(1988) has reported that successful women have realized that
 
they've joined a "men's club" and have to follow a masculine
 
mode of rules to gain acceptance. Both studies report that
 
women appear to be walking a fine line between the two
 
stereotypes. Women run the risk of being considered too
 
harsh, or as reported by Berlin (1988) of being perceived as
 
"men walking around in dresses." On the other extreme they
 
can be perceived as being too accepting and therefore not the
 
material of a successful manager, since successful managers
 
should model an assertive style of behavior.
 
Occupational Gender
 
To explore which occupations would be considered
 
masculine and which would be feminine. Garland and Smith
 
(1981) gave the Strong-Gampbell Interest Inventory of the
 
Strong Vocational Interest Blank to undergraduate psychology
 
students. They found that, among other occupations, managers
 
were rated as masculine and nurses as feminine. These results
 
are in line with Rosen and Jerdee's (1978) study which
 
indicated that men were perceived as having greater
 
leadership, decision-making skills, and better able to handle
 
stress and pressure. These are traits necessary in a
 
managerial position. Women were viewed as being more
 
emotional and more compatible with routine tasks, which can be
 
seen as necessary in the occupation of nursing.
 
In an effort to help explain why women typically select
 
a female dominated occupation. Bridges (1989) investigated job
 
Characteristics to determine tlieir degree of importance in
 
career selection. The data indicated that females more than
 
males valued personal benefits, the opportunity to help
 
others, and flexibility of scheduling. These characteristics
 
are necessary, and are generally found, in many traditionally
 
female occupations, such as nursing. The need for flexibility
 
of sGheduling is especially importaht for those women who have
 
children, since childrearing is still the woman's domain^
 
However, it was shown that men and women were similarly
 
interested in financial rewards. This could be a result of
 
either the neGessity of a two income family in this society/
 
or the growing number of single parent families. Another
 
possible reason for this could be that in today's society
 
one's level of income also defines the level of success, a
 
definition which applies to women as well as men. In any case
 
the woman is now Iboked to provide an income for the family,
 
which in the past was perceived to he solely the male•s
 
responsibility.
 
Self Efficacv
 
Self efficacy, defined by Bandura (cited by Shelton,
 
1990) as the belief that one can successfully carry out a
 
behavior to achieve a desired outcome, can also be another
 
reason why women often are not choosing to enter an opposite
 
sex dominated field. Their perception that they might not be
 
successful in that position affects their career choice's,
 
which can be seen by Bridge's (1988) findings that women's
 
Career choices are impacted by the sex dominance of the
 
occupation, but men's choices appear unaffected. However,
 
Long (1989) found that women who rated higher on a masculinity
 
scale reported greater self efficacy, regardless of whether
 
they were in a traditional (i.e. same sex dominated) or
 
nontraditional (i.e. opposite sex dominated) training program.
 
Also, women who scored low on the feminine scale in
 
nontraditional occupations had greater self efficacy, than
 
women who scored low on the feminine scale in traditional
 
training programs. Looking at these results it appears that
 
self efficacy may be a function of how consistent one's sex
 
role orientation is with the chosen occupation, as can be seen
 
with higher masculine women in nontraditional fields. Or this
 
could be a function of the personality characteristics
 
themselves, as women rating higher in masculinity would have
 
characteristics commonly associated with success, such as
 
leadership and competence.
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Perception of a Successful Manager
 
Perceptions of the successful manager have been an area
 
of interest for some time. It can have implications in the
 
hiring process, wage increases, and promotions, as well as
 
many other related areas for both men and wOmen desiring to
 
become a manager. In 1973 Schein distributed the 92 Item
 
Descriptive Index to 300 male middle managers to see which
 
characteristics a male middle manager would expect a
 
successful manager to possess. It was demonstrated that the
 
male managers perceived a successful manager to have
 
characteristics more commonly attributed to males than to
 
females.
 
In 1975 Schein again gave the 92 Item Descriptive Index
 
to 167 female managers to see which characteristics they would
 
expect a successful manager to possess. She demonstrated that
 
the female managers, as did the male managers, expected the
 
successful manager to possess characteristics more commonly
 
associated with men than women. All of this is consistent
 
with the research indicating that males are most often
 
classified as having characteristics such as leadership and
 
decision making skills, so they would be expected to be
 
perceived as better managers.
 
Heilman, Block, Simon, and Martell (1989) replicated
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Schein's study (1973) with male managers and found results
 
consistent with Schein's (1973) earlier study where the
 
successful manager was still being described in masculine
 
terms. However, as an extension of Schein's (1973) study they
 
examined if the perceived successfulness was a function of the
 
amount of knowledge the subject had about the "successful
 
manager". By labeling the successful manager as a successful
 
woman manager, they found that the perceived successfulness
 
increased greatly and where defining information was given
 
about the women the traditicDnal stereotypic attitude
 
diminished.
 
In 1989 Brenner et al. distributed the 92 Item
 
Descriptive Index to 420 male and 173 female managers and
 
discovered that a shift in the perception of the successful
 
manager had begun to occur. Their data indicated that even
 
though the male managers still expected the successful manager
 
to have characteristics most commonly ascribed to men, the
 
female managers were now perceiving the successful managers as
 
having characteristics ascribed to both men and women in
 
general.
 
college Students' Perceptions of a Successful Manager
 
A study was done by Schein in 1989 to see how students
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perceived the successful manager. The 92 Item Descriptive
 
Index was distributed to 145 male and 83 female upperclass
 
management students. It was discovered that the students
 
responded the same as today's managers, with males still sex
 
typing the position but females viewing men and women as
 
possessing characteristics of the successful manager.
 
Schein^s (1989) results are both in agreement and disagreement
 
with other research. Schein's work disagrees with a study
 
done by Powell and Butterfield (1989) on the androgynous
 
manager. Their results indicated that the good manager was
 
still predominantly described in masculine terms by both male
 
and female students, although women business graduate students
 
preferred a slightly more androgynous manager, versus a
 
masculine manager. On the other hand, a study done by Frank
 
(1988) using business students' perceptions of women in
 
management found that both men and women would prefer a male
 
boss. Also, male students perceived the female manager as
 
being less competent and possessing poorer management skills.
 
The female students perceived the female manager with greater
 
competency, but focused more on the interpersonal traits,
 
which have traditionally been associated with women. All of
 
this is consistent, in that women are typically rated higher
 
on traits such as warmth and consideration, and that men are
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rating higher on organization and decision-making skills.
 
Schein's (1989) study demonstrated a change in students*
 
perceptions Of female managers, but Frank (1988) found very
 
little change and argued there was still a long way for women
 
to go before managerial equality. One of the reasohs for the
 
differing results could be the pppulations used. Schein
 
(1989) used management students from a small liberal arts
 
college, whereas Frank (1988) used business students from two
 
urban public universities, and acknowledged the fact that her
 
sample was more "streetwise" than the typical undergraduate.
 
Another reason for the diffeiring results
 
the age of the subjects. Schein (1989) used a slightly
 
younger population and as they were just entering the
 
workforce may not have formed expectations about the gender of
 
a good manager. However, because college students could be
 
tomorrow's managers, their perceptions may influence how the
 
successful manager will be perceived in the future.
 
Effect of Experience
 
Experience has been examined for its effect on the
 
students' perception of a manager, which could help in
 
explaining the differing results found by Schein (1989) and
 
Frank (1988). Age was named as a factor in the differing
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results, but it appears that worK experience may be more of a
 
determining factor in how a successful manager is perceived,
 
since often it is those who are older who have more work
 
experience. Sen and Das (1990) found that students'
 
perception of the role of a manager were generally the same,
 
regardless of their business experience. However, Frank's
 
(1988) results again differed and found that when students had
 
experience working with a woman manager, the gender became
 
less significant. It was thought that as more women join the
 
management ranks and more people are exposed to a woman
 
manager, they would re-evaluate their perceptions of a
 
successful manager.
 
Traditional and Nontraditional Training Programs
 
To expand further on how college students as a whole
 
perceive the successful manager, Schein (1989) suggested that
 
the research be replicated using fields of study other than
 
management. This would then provide a way to see if students
 
outside of management still view the successful manager in
 
masculine terms. Chatterjee and Mc Carrey (1989) found that
 
women in more traditional training programs were more likely
 
to view their peers aS having more traditional sex role
 
attitudes, whereas women in hontraditional training programs
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had a more egalitarian sex role attitude. A traditional
 
program would be one which is considered gender appropriate by
 
society and typically considered female dominated, whereas a
 
nontraditional program would not be sex-role appropriate and
 
typically male dominated.
 
The difference in the attitudes of these women may be due
 
to the varying characteristics that women in the different
 
groups possessed. Moore and Rickel (1980) investigated
 
characteristics which distinguished womon in traditional
 
occupational roles,(i.e. nurses), from women in nontraditional
 
occupational roles,(i.e. business women). They found that the
 
nontraditional group as a whole was more achieving, job
 
involved, emphasized production more, and saw themselves like
 
men and managers more than the traditional group. It appeared
 
to Moore & Rickel (1980) that all of the women were adapting
 
to the organization's needs, but for the nontraditional group
 
this adaptation would go beyond their sex role expectations.
 
This adaptation could be a motivating factor in why they chose
 
a typically nontraditional occupation. In turn it could have
 
negative consequences for the women who become more assertive
 
and decisive, as was previously shown in the study done by
 
Martin et.al. (1983).
 
In looking at past and present research, a change in the
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trend can be seen. In the past, research has shown that women
 
have typically aspired for female dominated fields. However,
 
a change has begun to emerge in the relevant literature, where
 
more women are beginning to aspire for nontraditional, or
 
opposite sex dominated occupations. This slow change could
 
have an impact on college students' choice of a career, as
 
more fields are more likely to become acceptable for both men
 
and women.
 
Bridges' (1988) data indicated that occupational sex
 
dominated expectations are true for females, but not for
 
males. Thus, females are still more likely to base their
 
occupation on stereotypes than males. Foirentine (cited by
 
Bridges, 1989) found that even though college females were
 
more likely than college males to pursue a career in
 
nontraditional fields, there were still only a few who
 
actually selected a career in an opposite sex dominated field.
 
Both of these studies agreed that even though entering an
 
opposite sex dominated career has become more acceptable,
 
women are still hesitating.
 
Hvpotheses
 
Taking all of the previously mentioned studies into
 
consideration, it can be expected that women in a
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nontraditional program, such as management, would be apt to
 
view the successful manager as having characteristics ascribed
 
both to men and women in general and would have a more
 
egalitarian sex role orientation. Thus, women in
 
nontraditional fields would be expected to have a higher self
 
efficacy for a position of leadership, since the sex role
 
orientation would be consistent with the field of study. On
 
the other hand, women in traditional training programs, such
 
as nursing, are more likely to describe the successful manager
 
in masculine terms and have a more feminine sex role
 
orientation. Also, they could be expected to haVe a lower
 
self efficacy for the leadership position, since it would be
 
inconsistent with their sex role and field of study.
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METHOD
 
Subiects
 
The sample consisted of 164 female college students
 
from a variety of schools in San Bernardino and Los Angeles
 
counties, most specifically California State University, San
 
Bernardino, Mount San Antonio Junior College, and Pasadena
 
City College. Sixty six of the participants were recruited
 
from business and management classes at California State
 
University, San Bernardino, and represented the
 
nontraditional group. The other ninety eight of the
 
participants were from certified registered nursing programs
 
at the city and junior colleges, and represented the
 
traditional group. Students' actual majors were represented
 
by their respective groups (i.e. those in the business and
 
management classes were management or business majors and
 
those in the nursing group were nursing majors).
 
Measures
 
The 92-Item Schein Descriptive Index
 
This descriptive index was developed by Schein (1973)
 
and originally consisted of three forms used to measure the
 
perceived characteristics of women in general, men in
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general, and the successful middle manager. However, for
 
the purpose of this study only the foirm on the perception of
 
a successful manager was used.
 
The ratings of the descriptive terms are made according
 
to a 5 point scale, ranging for 1 (not characteristic) to 5
 
(characteristic), with a neutral rating of 3 (neither
 
characteristic nor uncharacteristic), thus the scores will
 
range from 1 to 5 (Schein, 1989). See Appendix A for actual
 
scale.
 
Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI)
 
The BSRI, developed by Bem (1974), which in the full
 
form consists pf 60 self'^descriptive personality
 
characteristics, 20 represent a masculinity scale, 20
 
represent a femininity scale, and 20 are considered neutral.
 
The subject is then sex typed on the basis of scoring high
 
on either the masculinity femininity scale, and androgynous
 
if both the scores are high. The 20 neutral items represent
 
a social desirability scale which is neutral to sex and was
 
developed to insure that the scale was not simply measuring
 
a tendency to endprse socially desirable traits. However,
 
for this study, the short form was used> which is made up of
 
30 items. Ten of the items represented a masculinity scale.
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 10 represented a femininity scale, and the last 10 were
 
neutral, and not scored.
 
I ■ , 
The subjects; were asked to rate each item on a 1
 
(never) to 7 (always) scale, indicating the extent to which
 
the item is characteristic of themselves. Thus, the range
 
of potential scores was on a scale of 1 to 7* On the
 
basis of the responses each subject is typically given a
 
masculinity, femininity, and androgyny score (see Appendix B
 
for actual scale).
 
Self-Efficacv
 
A general scale of self efficacy, instead of a
 
situational scale was decided upon since the desire was to
 
test the ability to supervise, or lead, independent of the
 
field. As a rule> a test of general self efficacy measures
 
the general level;of confidence or ability to succeed
 
(Shelton, 1990). This expectation can then be expected to
 
influence the individual's expectations in specific
 
situations.
 
The scale usOd consisted of 24 items, 12 of which came
 
from a scale designed to measure general self efficacy by
 
Riggs (1989). ThO other 12 were designed by this researcher
 
specifically for this study. Of the 24 items, 12 were
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designed to measure low self efficacy and the other 12 were
 
worded to represented high self efficacy. The scale ranged
 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree), with a
 
high score representing higher self efficacy (see appendix C
 
for actual scale).
 
Procedure
 
The questionnaires were distributed during class time,
 
and consisted of Schein's (1973) 92-Item Descriptive Index,
 
designed to measure the perception of a successful manager,
 
the Bem Sex Role Inventory, and the General Self-Efficacy
 
Scale. Participation was voluntary and with informed
 
consent. Participants were provided with instructions and
 
proper completion of the questionnaire was explained.
 
Subjects were asked to first fill out the 92-Item
 
Descriptive Index, measuring the perception of the
 
successful middle manager. They were then asked to compete
 
the Bem Sex Role Inventory to measure their own sex role
 
orientation. Lastly, they were requested to complete the
 
General Self Efficacy Scale, to measure their own
 
expectation for success in a supervisory, or leadership
 
position. Subjects were advised that completed
 
questionnaires would be collected at the next scheduled
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class meeting, if they were not completing them in class.
 
Upon the collection of the completed questionnaire a
 
debriefing form was distributed explaining the hypotheses of
 
the study. Participants were informed that results would be
 
available upon request and that they could submit their
 
names and addresses on a separate form and a suitanary will be
 
provided to them, when the results were available.
 
Analvsis
 
A MANOVA Was used to construct a profile analysis to
 
examine the predicted differences between the two groups of
 
subjects, management and nursing students. Figure 1
 
illustrates the predicted differences between the two groups
 
on each of the dependent variables, perception of a
 
successful manager, sex role orientation, and self efficacy.
 
As shown, the management students were expected to score
 
more egalitarian on both the perception of a successful
 
manager and sex role inventory, and would have higher self
 
efficacy for the leadership position. On the other hand,
 
the nursing students were expected to have a more masculine
 
perception of a successful manager, yet a more feminine sex
 
role orientation, and so would have lower self efficacy for
 
the management position.
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Figure 1
 
Pr#dicted Profiles
 
■orsijig 
Fercaption of iex-Role
L«adttrship
 
Efficacy
 S'uccaasfal Identity
 
Manager (Feminine}
 
24 
Results
 
Sample« The sample consisted of female college students, 98
 
of which were in a certified nursing program, and 66 of which
 
were majoring in business related field. There was a wide
 
variation in ages, ranging from 19 to 50 years old. There
 
was also a wide range of races, education level, amount of
 
work experience and degrees or certificates^ held. For
 
complete demographic statistics see Appendix E.
 
ReliabiliW of Measures
 
To assess the consistency of the measures a factor
 
analysis was performed on each of the scales; Cronbach Alphas
 
were also computed. A basic summary of the scales* statistics
 
are included in Appendix E.
 
Bem Sex Role Inventorv. For this study the shorter
 
version of 30 items was employed. A principal factor axes
 
analysis confirmed the two expected components, the feminine
 
and masculine subscales. The coefficient alpha for the
 
feminine subscale was .91 and for the masculine subscale the
 
alpha was .87. This instrument has been widely used and has
 
over time yielded high coefficient alphas. Bem (cited in
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Beere, 1979) found alphas for masculinity =.86 and femininity
 
= .80. Tetenbaum (cited in Beeire, 1979) also measured
 
internal reliability and found alpha coefficients of .89 for
 
the masculinity scale and .79 for the femininity scale. So,
 
the range of coefficient alphas of .87 to .94 found in this
 
study is consistent with previous findings. The BSRI is
 
typically scored into four categories: Masculine, Feminine,
 
Androgynous, and Undifferentiated. However, because the BSRI
 
was being used as the sex-role identity measure in the
 
subsequent MANOVA it was deUmed appropriate to transform
 
scores to be a continuous level variable. Therefore, the
 
Masculine scale score was reversed and added to the Feminine
 
scale score. A high score on this scale represented a high
 
feminine sex role identity. The alpha for the total bipolar
 
scale was .78.
 
Schein 92-Item Descriptive Index. This scale consisted
 
of 92 items measuring respondents' perceptions of a successful
 
manager. Previous work (Brenner,1989 & Long, 1989) has varied
 
greatly in the use of the SChein scale. To determine the
 
factorial complexity of the scale, a principal axes factor
 
analysis was performed. An inspection of the eigenvalue scree
 
plot suggested a three factor solution. Three factors were
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rotated using a varimax solution. Those factors and the
 
adjectives loading .45 on each factor are in Appendix D.
 
Inspection of the factors suggested the first factor
 
represented feminine leader characteristics; the second factor
 
represented "poor leader" characteristics, regardless of
 
gender characteristics; and the third factor represented male
 
leader characteristics. Reliability analyses were done on
 
each of these three subscales; Cronbach alphas were .91, .86,
 
and .82 respectively. For the overall profile hypothesis, the
 
original 92 item scale was retained. The alpha for the
 
complete scale was .89. However, for a subsequent MANOVA the
 
three subScales were used since the factor analysis indicated
 
the entire scale could be explained as three subscales.
 
self Efficacv Scale. A general self efficacy scale was
 
revised to assess self reported leadership or supervisory
 
efficacy, consisting of 24 items. Twelve items were used from
 
a scale designed by Matt Riggs and another 12 items were
 
written by this author specifically for this study. Again,
 
because the inter-relationships of these items were unknown,
 
an exploratory principal axes factor with varimax rotation was
 
performed. Two factors emerged, it appears that the scale may
 
have been measuring two constructs, ability to supervise and
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leadership ability, which are actually two different skills,
 
but were used interchangeably in the scales' wording. One
 
factor appeared to represent high self reported leadership
 
ability and the other low expectations for self reported
 
leadership ability. Since the factors appeared to represent
 
two sides of efficacy, it was decided to reverse score the
 
items loading negatively so that a high scale score would
 
represent high self efficacy in leadership. Also, after
 
reviewing the reliability analysis two items, number 4 and 5,
 
which were somewhat confusingly worded, were deleted. After
 
the receding and the deletion of the two items, the
 
coefficient alpha was .94.
 
Tests of Hvpotheses
 
Overall hvoothesis. SPSS MANOVA Was used for a profile
 
analysis on the Self Efficacy scale, Schein's Item Descriptive
 
Index, and the Bem Sex Role Inventory by major, nursing and
 
management. Because the three measures were measured on
 
vastly different scales, T scores of the variables were used.
 
Using Wilks' criterion, the profiles seen in Figure 2,
 
deviated significantly from parallelism XF (2,126)=.6.07,
 
P=.003). Thus, the major hypothesis that there would be
 
differences between the two groups across the three variables
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was suppori;ed. Inspection of tlie profile suggests that
 
nursing Students scored higher on femininity and lower on self
 
efficacy than the management students. No reliable
 
differences were found between the groups when scores were
 
averaged over all subtests, F (1,127)=.08> e= .773. The
 
remaining hypothesis were tested with univariate F tests.
 
Hvpothesis One. It was theorized that nursing students
 
would report a more feminine sex role orientation and that the
 
management students would have a more masculine sex role
 
orientation. Results indicated support for this hypothesis.
 
The BemSeX Role Inventory bipolar scale mean raw score was
 
83,4 for the nursing students, (SD = 10.18) and for the
 
management students it was 76.0 (SD = 10.15). A higher mean
 
score indicates a higher feminihity score.
 
Hypothesis Two. It was theorized that nursing students
 
would report lower self efficacy for a management or
 
supervisory position. The management students were expected
 
to have a higher self efficacy for the management position,
 
since it was expected they would have a more masculine sex
 
role orientation. Results gave support for this hypothesis by
 
yielding a mean score of 87.0, with a standard deviation of
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16.15 for the nursing students and a mean score of 92,5, with
 
a standard deviation of 13.26 for the management students,
 
with the higher score reflecting higher self efficacy.
 
An additional MANOVA was performed on the data to see if
 
there was any differences in self efficacy, by major, if a
 
student had had any experience working with a woman manager.
 
The overall effect of having a woman manager yielded Pillais
 
== .134, F (3,123)= 6.32, £=.001. The results indicated
 
differences between the two groups, with both nursing and
 
management students reporting higher self efficacy for those
 
who had worked with a woman manager in the past. For complete
 
summary of the means and standard deviation see Table 1.
 
However, these results may be considered tenuous because of
 
the small sample of women who had ever worked with a woman
 
manager. Further, the Bartlett Box F which tested for the
 
homogeneity of variance was significant (p = .025), suggesting
 
that the variance was not uniform across the four groups on
 
this variable.
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Table 1
 
Self EfficaGv Means and Standard Deviations for Experience
 
Working with a Woman Manager bv Maior.
 
Variables Mean Standard Deviation N
 
Nursing:
 
Had a Woman Manager 50.97 8,6 65
 
Not had a Woman Manager 40.38 16.7 8
 
Management:
 
Had a Woman Manager 54.26 8.0 46
 
Not had a Woman Manager 48.90 8.8 18
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Hypothesis Three. It was theorized that there would be
 
a difference between management and nursing students in how
 
they would perceive a successful manager. Because nursing
 
students were expected to have a more feminine sex role
 
orientation and lower self efficacy for the supervisory
 
position it was expected they would also perceive the
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successful manager in more masculine terms. It was expected
 
that the management students would have a more egalitarian
 
view of the successful manager (as a corollary to a more
 
masculine sex role orientation and higher self efficacy for
 
the management position). Results indicated that there were
 
no significant differences between the groups in their
 
perception of a successful manager. The nursing students had
 
a mean score of 321.18 (SD = 27.98) and the management
 
students a mean score Of 321.32 (SD =24.92). Therefore, the
 
hypothesis was not supported.
 
Supplementary Analyses. A correlation was run between
 
age, work experience, both in the field and out, and the
 
General Self Efficacy scale, the Schein 92 Item Index and Bem
 
Sex Role Inyentory, to see if there were any relationships
 
amoung the yariables. A Pearson product-moment correlation
 
coefficient was used to determine if there was any
 
association, and if so to what degree. For age and work
 
experience, the r = .765 fOr oyerall work experience and r =
 
.484 for work experience in the field. Both of these scores
 
indicate a good correlation between age and work experience,
 
not surprising since as an indiyidual ages she usually will
 
gather additiorial work experience. There Seemed to be no
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correlation between age and any of the three scales with the
 
General Self Efficacy scale, the Schein scale, or the BSRI.
 
For the complete series of correlations, see Table 2.
 
Table 2
 
Correlations between aoe and work experience and the Bern Sex
 
Role Inventory, the Schein 92 Item Descriptive Index, and the
 
General Self Efficacy Scale.
 
Overall Relevant
 
Variables Age Experience Experience
 
Age 1.00 .765** .484**
 
BSRI .100 .074 -.076
 
Schein's -.074 -.122 -.243
 
Self efficacy -.099 -.045 -.043
 
Note: n = 67, p = .001, one tailed significance.
 
Correlations among the three scales to examine any
 
possible relationships between the scales were also performed.
 
For a summary of the statistics, see Table 3.
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Table 3
 
Correlations bebween the Bent Sex Role Inventory, the Schein 92
 
Item Descriptive Index, and the General Self Efficacy Scale.
 
variables BRSI Schein's Self Efficaci'
 
BSRI 1.0 .0639 -.3919**
 
Schein's 1.0 .2404*
 
Self efficacy 1.0
 
Note: *E = .01, **£ = .001, one tailed significance.
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Discussion
 
The objective of this study was to determine if there
 
were any differences between nursing and management studentjs
 
in their sex role orientation, self efficacy, or perception
 
of a successful leader. The results supported the first two
 
hypotheses. There were differences in their sex role
 
orientation and self efficacy.
 
That results indicated the women in the traditional
 
nursing group had higher femininity scores on the Bern Sex
 
Role Inventory is consistent with the idea that women who
 
enter traditional fields usually have a more traditional sex
 
role attitude. In contrast, women who are in a
 
nontraditional field usually have a more egalitarian sex
 
role attitude (Ghatterjee and Mc Carrey, 1989). This could
 
be due to that typically in the past traditional women
 
seemed to identify themselves in more feminine terms, and
 
Tipton (cited by Nieva & Gutek, 1981) found that traditional
 
women often reject masculine characteristics. So, it could
 
have something to do with the way the women were raised and
 
the values that were instilled in them in their youth. If
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they had no one to model other behaviors, then it could be
 
expected that they will assume the role that was shown to l^e
 
appropriate by their caregivers.
 
Another- possible reason for the low self efficacy
 
exhibited by the traditional group could be due to the
 
hierarchy of advancement in the nursing field. Upon further
 
investigation into the nursing field it was discovered that
 
management, or supervisory positions are not the only way t
 
advance in the field. There are alternatives to the
 
supervisory position that holds the same kind of prestige.
 
These alternatives are teaching, or being a mentor, arid
 
becomirig a clinician. Both of these positions require
 
additional training, as well as a considerable amount of
 
experience. Apparently, the alternatives are there because
 
of the limited number of supervisory positions available
 
within the nursing field. This would account, in part, for
 
the low self efficacy for the supervisory position, since
 
many nurses realize there are very few of such positions,
 
and may have already decided to take an alternative route t
 
advancement within the field.
 
Also, in both groups the females who had a woman
 
manager in the past reported higher self efficacy for the
 
supervisory position. Thus, the level of self efficacy may
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also be a role model issue, with some of the subjects having
 
experienced a woman manager whom they perceived to be
 
successful.
 
The results indicating women in nontraditional fields,
 
i.e. management students, had higher self efficacy for the
 
leadership position are consistent with the preceding
 
literature which found that low feminine women in
 
nontraditional occupations had higher self efficacy (Long,
 
1989). Typically women in nontraditional fields, such as
 
business, appear to have a strong need to succeed and that
 
success is usually measured by promotions into higher
 
positions. Thus, a higher self efficacy can be expected of
 
the management students since the nontraditional group of
 
students already expect to go into the supervisory ranks.
 
No differences were found in the way the two groups
 
perceived the successful manager. This finding is very
 
interesting, since Schein (1989) had suggested in her
 
previous research there might have been differences between
 
students in traditional and nontraditional groups. Schein's
 
(1989) research used male and female management college
 
students, and found that the females were perceiving the
 
successful manager in more egalitarian terms, just as were
 
the female managers. She had suggested that research be
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done outside of the field to see if there were also
 
differences among groups with various majors. This
 
research indicated that there were no differences between
 
females in the traditional group of nursing and the
 
nontraditional group of business and management students.
 
Another interesting note is that Oneal & Levi (1991)
 
found that there were no differences between male and female
 
college students in their ratings of desirable managerial
 
characteristics, and that these characteristics were
 
considered to be more feminine. Based on these findings
 
then it should not be unexpected that the nursing students
 
would rate the successful manager in the same terms as the
 
management students, since there is no clear evidence
 
to the manner in which desirable managerial characteristics
 
are being characterized,(i.e. masculine or feminine). The
 
original hypothesis for this study had expected to find
 
differences in the perception of a successful manager, based
 
on the assumption that even though Schein's previous
 
research (1989) had shown that female management students
 
were no longer sex stereotyping the successful manager,
 
these women were probably not representative of females as a
 
whole, because they were in a nontraditional field.
 
This research suggests that the stereotypes of a
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successful manager have diininished somewhat, and that a
 
successful manager is being perceived by females, in both
 
traditional and nontraditional fields, in the same manner.
 
This perception appears to be unrelated to their own sex
 
role orientation. A possible reason for this could be that,
 
as a Whole, our society may be undergoing a change in the
 
way men and women are perceived. This change may in part b
 
due to the fact that in recent years more women have entered
 
the workforce and have begun to join the nontraditional
 
fields. This has made the fields very diverse and we shoul
 
expect to see a change in the perception of success and
 
successful leaders. Holusha (1991) stated that more
 
companies are using an interactive leadership style that is
 
often thought of as being more commonly used by women, a
 
clear indication of the change that appears to be
 
occurring.
 
Limitations
 
Due to the fact that all of the subjects came from
 
small local colleges there are limitations to the
 
general12ability of these results. It is also limited by
 
the fact that all of the subjects were females. It appears
 
that even though the traditional male dominated field of
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management is becoming more acceptable for women to enter,
 
the traditionally female dominated field of nursing is not
 
seeing so many males. Out of all of the nursing classes
 
visited there were only a total of nine or ten men present,
 
which seems to show that males continue to be
 
underrepresented in the nursing field. Hence, it was
 
impossible to compare data from male nursing students to
 
male management students and to the female students.
 
Another limitation is that only one method of data
 
collection was used, a survey approach. The primary problem
 
with this common method is that there is likely to be shared
 
variance in the data set simply because of the common method
 
used.
 
Summarv. Conclusions and Future Research
 
From the results gathered in this study it appears to
 
be that even though the females entering nursing have a more
 
feminine sex role orientation and that the females in the
 
management have a more masculine sex role identity, neither
 
of them have an effect on the perception of a successful
 
leader. Yet, the sex dominance of the field seems to affect
 
how the subjects perceive their own success in the
 
leadership position. There didn't appear to be any
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correlation between the scales and either age or work
 
experience, which indicates that while there was a wide
 
variation in ages and experiences it seems to have had no
 
effect on self efficacy, sex role orientation, or perception
 
of a successful manager.
 
That the management field yields students who perceive
 
themselves as leaders, more than the nursing field is not a
 
Surprising result, since the entire field is geared exactly
 
for that position. On the other hand, the nursing
 
profession is a helping field and often promotes working in
 
groups or teams, and so these subjects would not be expected
 
to have higher supervisory self efficacy. Also, that the
 
nursing field has alternative ways to advancement, other
 
than the supervisory position may account for the lower self
 
efficacy, since the subjects may not expect to advance the
 
management route.
 
Future studies may want to continue to focus on the
 
apparent diversity emerging in the workforce, in terms of
 
the members of males and females in opposite sex dominated
 
occupations. It may also be useful to examine the success
 
and factors of this success in the nontraditional fields.
 
It would be interesting to see if the results suggesting
 
that managers are now being perceived in more feminine terms
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(Oneal and Levi, 1991) can be found elsewhere, and if this
 
perception would be independent of the subjects own Sex role
 
orientation.
 
Also, future research may want to investigate more
 
thoroughly the nursing profession and see if the low self
 
efficacy found here is due to the alternative routes of
 
advancement present in that particular field.
 
Investigation into the differences between managers in
 
the business field and the nursing field may also give
 
reason for there being no differences between the
 
traditional and npntraditional groups in the perception of a
 
successful manager.
 
Despite all of the research conducted there has been no
 
consistent pattern emerge recently on how managers are being
 
perceived, and which characteristics attribute to the
 
perception of success, in the past, managers were thought
 
to be only men and to have only masculine Characteristics.
 
The research was consistent with this idea, but a change is
 
happening and research results have begun to change
 
correspondingly. Hopefully, the sex stereotypes related to
 
managers will continue to diminish and allow women, as well
 
as men, to not only be successful but to be perceived as
 
successful.
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Instructions - Schein Descrip'bive Index
 
On the following pages you will find a series of
 
descriptive terms commonly used to characterize people in
 
general. Some of these terms are positive in connotation,
 
others are negative, and some are neither very positive nor
 
very negative.
 
We would like you to use this list to tell us what you
 
think successful managers in general are like. In making
 
your judgements, it may be helpful to imagine that you are
 
about to meet a person for the first time and the only thing
 
you know in advance is that the person is an successful
 
manager. Please rate each word or phrase in terms of how
 
characteristic it is of successful managers in general.
 
The ratings are to be made according to the following
 
scale: ■ , 
5 — Gharacteristic of successful managers in 
general. 
4 - Somewhat characteristic of successful mangers
 
in general.
 
3 - Neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic
 
of successful mangers in general.
 
2 - Somewhat uncharacteristic of successful
 
mangers in general.
 
1 - Not characteristic of successful managers in
 
general•
 
Place the number (1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) which most closely
 
represents your opinion on the line next to each adjective.
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5 - Characteristic
 
4 - Somewhat characteristic
 
3 - Neither characteristic nor
 
uncharacteristic
 
2 - Somewhat uncharacteristic
 
1 - Not characteristic
 
1* Curious
 
2. Consistent '
 
3. High need for power
 
4. Sympathetic
 
5. Fearful
 
6. Adventurous ■ 
7. Leadership ability
 
8. Values pleasant
 
surroundings^
 
9. Neat
 
10. Uncertain
 
11. Creative
 
12. Desire to avoid
 
controversy
 
13. Submissive
 
14. Frank
 
15. Courteous '
 
16. Emotionally Stable
 
17. Devious _____
 
18. Interested in own
 
appearance
 
19. Independent
 
20. Desire for friendship
 
21. Frivolous
 
22. Intelligent
 
others
 
23. Persistent
 
24.
 
25.
 
26.
 
27.
 
28.
 
29.
 
30.
 
31.
 
32.
 
33.
 
34.
 
35.
 
36.
 
37.
 
38.
 
39.
 
40.
 
41.
 
42.
 
43.
 
44.
 
45.
 
Vigorous 
Timid 
Sophisticated 
Talkative 
Strong need for 
security 
Forceful ■ 
Analytical ability 
Competitive
 
Wavering in decision_
 
Cheerful
 
High need for
 
autonomy
 
Able to separate feeling
 
from ideas
 
Competent
 
Understanding
 
Vulgar
 
Sociable ____^
 
Aggressive
 
High self-regard
 
Grateful
 
Easily influenced
 
Exhibitionist
 
Aware Of feelings of
 
46. Passive
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5 - Characteristic
 
4 - Somewhat characteristic
 
3 - Neither characteristic nor
 
uncharacteristic
 
2 - Somewhat uncharacteristic
 
1 - Not characteristic
 
47.Objective
 
48.Speedy recovery from
 
emotional disturbance
 
49.Shy
 
50.Firm
 
51.Prompt .
 
52.Intuitive
 
53.Humanitarian values
 
54.Knows the way of the world
 
55.Dawdler and procrastinator
 
56.Quarrelsome
 
57.Industrious
 
58.Well informed
 
59.Not uncomfortable about
 
being aggressive
 
60.Reserved
 
61.Ambitious
 
62.Not conceited about appearance
 
63.Strong need for social acceptance
 
64.Hasty
 
65.Obedient
 
66.Desires responsibility
 
67.Self-controlled
 
68.Modest
 
69. Decisive
 
70. Nervous
 
71. Direct
 
72. Hides emotion
 
73. Authoritative_
 
74. Self-Confident_
 
75. Sentimental
 
76. Steady
 
77. Assertive
 
78. Feeling not easily
 
hurt
 
79. Dominant
 
80. Tactful
 
81. Helpful
 
82. Strong need for
 
achievement
 
83. Deceitful
 
84. Generous
 
85. Bitter
 
86. Logical ____
 
87. Skilled business
 
matters
 
88. Selfish
 
89. Demure
 
90. Kind
 
91. Strong need for
 
monetaryrewards
 
92. Self-reliant
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The purpose of this personality inventory is to give
 
you an opportunity to describe your personal
 
characteristics. For each of the following words, please
 
indicate how much the trait or personality characteristics
 
applies to your personality. The numbers on the scale
 
indicate the degree to which the word describes your
 
personality , with 1 indicating "never or almost never" and
 
7 indicating "always or almost always". Please circle one
 
number of your choice for each word- Try to respond as
 
honestly and quickly as you can.
 
1. Defends own beliefs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 
2. Moody 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 
3. Independent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 
4. Conscientious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 
Affectionate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5­
6. Assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 
7. Strong personality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 
8. Forceful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 
9. Reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 
10. Sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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11. Jealous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. Has leadership abilities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. Sensitive to the needs of 
others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. Truthful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. Willing to take risks 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. Understanding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. Secretive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. Compassionate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. Eager to soothe hurt 
feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. Conceited 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
21. Dominant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
22. Warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
23. Willing to take a stand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
24. Tender 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
25. Aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
26. Adaptable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
27. Loves children 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
28. Tactful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
29. Gentle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
30. Conventional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Think about your ability to be a leader within your
 
occupation. When answering the following questions, answer in
 
reference to your own personal leadership skills and ability
 
to supervise others in your area. Respond with "SD" for
 
"strongly disagree", "D" for "disagree", "DS" for "disagree
 
somewhat", "AS" for "agree somewhat", "A" for "agree", and
 
"SA" for "strongly agree".
 
DISAGREE AGREE
 
1. Few people in my line of work would
 
be a better leader than I will. SD D DS AS A SA
 
2. I have confidence in my ability to
 
supervise. SD D DS AS A SA
 
3. I 	enjoy leadership responsibility. SD D DS AS A SA
 
4. There are some aspects of
 
supervision within my area that
 
I cannot do well. SD D DS AS A SA
 
5. My performance as a leader would be
 
due to my lack of ability. SD D DS AS A SA
 
6. I doubt my ability to be a
 
supervisor. SD D DS AS A SA
 
7. 1 have all the skills needed to
 
be a good leader. SD D DS AS A SA
 
8. Most people in my line of work
 
would make a better supervisor
 
than I. SD D DS AS A SA
 
9. I will be an expert supervisor. SD D DS AS A SA
 
10. 	My future as a supervisor on this
 
job is limited because of my lack
 
of supervisory skills. SD D DS AS A SA
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11. 	I am very proud of my leadership
 
skills and abilities. SD D DS AS A SA
 
12. 	I would be threatened by
 
supervisory duties. SD D DS AS A SA
 
13. 	Others in this area have better
 
leadership skills than I do. SD D DS AS A SA
 
14. 	I feel insecure in my ability to
 
supervise. SD D DS AS A SA
 
15. 	I am able to take control of difficult
 
situations. SD D DS AS A SA
 
16. 	I feel comfortable in a position of
 
authority. SD D DS AS A SA
 
17. 	I am often more qualified than others
 
for a supervisory position. SD D DS AS A SA
 
18. 	I have never had the ability to lead
 
others. 	 SD D DS AS A SA
 
19. 	Leadership skills come easily to me.SD D DS AS A SA
 
20. 	Most often others are better able
 
to lead. iSD D DS AS A SA
 
21. 	I feel insecure in the idea of
 
supervising others. SD D DS AS A SA
 
22. 	I like to take charge in most
 
circumstances. SD D DS AS A SA
 
23. 	My ability to supervise is weak. SD D DS AS A SA
 
24. 	In my future I expect to assume
 
leadership responsibilities. SD D DS AS A SA
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Descriptive Statistics
 
Sex;
 
Female
 
Age:
 
19-24
 
25-29
 
30-34
 
35-39
 
40-44
 
45-49
 
50-54
 
Major:
 
Nursing
 
Management
 
Race:
 
White
 
Hispanic
 
Asian
 
Black
 
American Indian
 
Frecfuencv
 
74
 
31
 
22
 
16
 
9
 
5
 
1
 
98
 
66
 
91
 
20
 
26
 
14
 
2
 
Percent
 
100
 
46.8
 
19.0
 
13.3
 
9.7
 
5.4
 
3.0
 
.6
 
59.8
 
40.2
 
55.5
 
12.2
 
15.9
 
8.5
 
1.2
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Educational Level
 
{years in college)
 
1
 
2
 
3
 
4
 
5 or more 

Degrees Held;
 
High School 

Associates 

Bachelors 

Graduate 

Other 

Professional Licenses Held:
 
Yes 

No 

Type of License Held;
 
CNA 

LVN 

RN 

Phlebotomist 

Other 

4 2.4 
29 17.7 
54 32.9 
29 17.7 
44 46.8 
35 21.3 
46 28.0 
33 20.1 
1 .6 
6 3.7 
52 31.7 
107 65.2 
8 4.9 
16 9.8 
3 1.8 
3 1.8 
19 11.6 
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Currently Working;
 
Yes 

No 

Ever Worked;
 
Yes 

No 

Work Experience(years);
 
I-5 

6-10 

II-15 

16-20 

21 and over 

Experience in the Field;
 
Yes 

No 

Years of Relevant Experience:
 
I-5 

6-10 

II-15 

16-20 

21 and over 

Ever had Women Manager;
 
Yes 

No 

114 69.5 
49 29.9 
155 94.5 
6 3.7 
59 37.6 
54 34.4 
21 13.4 
13 8.2 
10 6.4 
100 61.0 
64 39.0 
69 70.4 
14 14.3 
9 9.2 
4 4.1 
2 2.0 
139 84.8 
24 14.6 
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Reliability Analysis
 
Scale;
 
BSRI (Feminine)
 
Affectionate
 
Sympathetic
 
Sensitive to others
 
Understanding
 
Compassionate
 
Eager to soothe feelings
 
Warm
 
Tender
 
Loves children
 
Gentle
 
Scale:
 
BSRI (Masculine)
 
Defends own beliefs
 
Independent
 
Assertive
 
Strong personality
 
Forceful
 
Has leadership abilities
 
Willing to take risks
 
Willing to take a stand
 
Aggressive
 
Original
 
Corrected Item
 
Total Correlation
 
.57
 
.73
 
.62
 
.60
 
.77
 
.67
 
.79
 
.71
 
.70
 
.69
 
alpha = .91
 
N = 156
 
.49
 
.59
 
.77
 
.72
 
.62
 
.56
 
.48
 
.65
 
.58
 
alpha = .87
 
N = 156
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.71 
Scale;
 
Item
 
SELF EFFICACY
 
Correlation
 
Item
 
Item
 
Item
 
Item
 
Item
 
Item
 
Item
 
Item
 
Item
 
Item 10
 
Item 11
 
Item 12
 
Item 13
 
Item 14
 
Item 15
 
Item 16
 
Item 17
 
Item 18
 
Item 19
 
Item 20
 
Item 21
 
Item 22
 
Item 23
 
Item 24
 
Original
 
Corrected Item
 
Total Correlation
 
.31
 
.70
 
.67
 
.13
 
.38
 
.70
 
.61
 
.54
 
.60
 
.61
 
.72
 
.70
 
.47
 
.83
 
.57
 
.80
 
.56
 
.49
 
.76
 
.62
 
.77
 
.66
 
.82
 
.62
 
alpha 	= .94
 
N = 150
 
Revised
 
Corrected
 
Total
 
.30
 
.69
 
.69
 
.60
 
.53
 
.61
 
.61
 
.72
 
.70
 
.46
 
.84
 
.57
 
.80
 
.57
 
.50
 
.76
 
.62
 
.78
 
.67
 
.82
 
.64
 
alpha 	= .94
 
N = 150
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Self Efficacy Scale Items:
 
1. 	 Few people in my line of work would be a better leader
 
than I will.
 
2. 	 I have confidence in my ability to supervise.
 
3. 	 I enjoy leadership responsibility,
 
4. 	 There are some aspects of supervision within my area
 
that I cannot do well.
 
5. 	 My performance as a leader would be due to my lack of
 
ability.
 
6. 	 I doubt my ability to be a supervisor.
 
7. 	 I have all the skills needed to be a gook leader.
 
8. 	 Most people in my line of work would make a better
 
supervisor than T.
 
9. 	 I will be an expert supervisor.
 
10. 	My future as a supervisor on this job is limited
 
because of my lack of supervisory skills.
 
11. 	I am very proud of my leadership skills and abilities.
 
12. 	I wOuld be threatened by supervisory duties.
 
13. 	other in this area have better leadership skills than
 
I do.
 
14. 	I feel insecure in my ability to supervise.
 
15. 	I am able to take control of difficult situations.
 
16. 	I feel comfortable in a position of authority.
 
17. 	I am often more qualified that others for a supervisory
 
position.
 
18. 	I have never had the ability to lead others.
 
19. 	Leadership skills come easily to me.
 
20. 	Most often others are better able to lead.
 
21. 	I feel insecure in the idea of supervising others.
 
22. 	I like to take charge in most circumstances.
 
23. 	My ability to supervise is weak.
 
24. 	In my future I expect to assume leadership
 
responsibilities.
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Item
 
Eff 21
 
Eff 14
 
Eff 20
 
Eff 23
 
Eff 6
 
Eff 18
 
Eff 12
 
Eff 8
 
Eff 19
 
Eff 24
 
Eff 10
 
Eff 22
 
Eff 5
 
Eff 11
 
Eff 17
 
Eff 16
 
Eff 7
 
Eff 3
 
Eff 9
 
Eff 15
 
Eff 2
 
Eff 1
 
Eff 13
 
Eff 4
 
Factor Analysis
 
Self Efficacy Scale
 
Factor
 
.77
 
.76
 
.75
 
.75
 
.68
 
.64
 
.62
 
.62
 
-.61
 
-.51
 
.51
 
-.51
 
.42
 
-.42
 
-.22
 
-.54
 
-.30
 
.43
 
-.32
 
-.32
 
-.52
 
-.05
 
.32
 
-.04
 
Factor
 
-.34
 
-.42
 
-.11
 
-.43
 
-.30
 
-.05
 
-.37
 
-.12
 
.50
 
.41
 
-.35
 
.48
 
-.08
 
.67
 
.67
 
.64
 
.60
 
.59
 
.59
 
.53
 
.53
 
.44
 
-.35
 
-.23
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Factor Analysis
 
Scheins' 92-Item Descriptive Index
 
Original Scale
 
Factors
 
Item Item 1 2 3
 
Aware of Feelings 45 .79 -.17 .06
 
Helpful 81 .76 .12 -.04
 
Kind 90 .75 -.00 -.05
 
Humanitarian 53 .75 -.02 .12
 
Understanding 37 .70 -.05 -.00
 
Cheerful 33 .67 .06 -.07
 
Grateful 42 .66 .12 .20
 
Desire Friendship 20 .65 .21 .07
 
Courteous 15 .62 -.15 .08
 
Creative 11 .61 -.08 .18
 
Generous 84 .57 .08 .03
 
Sympathetic 4 .56 -.05 -.10
 
Objective 47 .54 -.10 .17
 
Modest 68 .54 .18 .06
 
Sentimental 75 .54 .14 .08
 
Tactful 80 .54 -.28 .17
 
Sociable 39 .53 .02 .19
 
Selfish 88 -.52 .42 .20
 
Pleasant surroundings 5 .52 .11 -.01
 
Intelligence 22 .51 -.23 .25
 
Self controlled 67 .50 .05 .39
 
Logical 86 .49 -.23 .40
 
Prompt 51 .47 -.19 .45
 
Emotionally stable 16 .41 -.30 .03
 
Intuitive 52 .41 -.23 .27
 
Competent 36 .40 -.38 .32
 
Wants material reward 91 -.39 .18 .39
 
Separate feeling/idea 35 .38 -.24 .22
 
Neat 9 .37 .01 .17
 
Leadership ability 7 .37 -.20 .11
 
Speedy from emot.dis. 48 .36 -.23 .16
 
Not conceited 62 .35 -.10 .07
 
Adventurous 6 .35 -.01 .21
 
Obedient 65 .34 .19 .20
 
Consistent 2 .22 -.20 .05
 
Passive 46 .07 .66 -.16
 
Wavering 32 .01 .65 .07
 
Procrastinator 55 -.17 .63 -.05
 
Deceitful 83 -.39 .58 .02
 
Easily influenced 43 .12 .58 -.01
 
Timid 25 .09 .57 -.06
 
Bitter 85 .40 .57 -.08
 
Exhibitionist 44 -.08 .56 .26
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item
 
Devious
 
Vulgar
 
Frivolous
 
Hasty
 
Uncertain
 
Quarrelsome
 
Submissive
 
Nervous
 
Needs social app.
 
Fearful
 
Decisive
 
Reserved
 
Talkative
 
Needs security
 
Shy
 
Demure
 
Not aggressive
 
Avoids controversy
 
Competitive
 
Dominant
 
Authoritative
 
Forceful
 
Ambitious
 
Vigorous
 
Frank
 
Aggressive
 
Persistent
 
Direct
 
Independent
 
Self reliant
 
Well informed
 
Firm
 
Industrious
 
Needs power
 
Skill in business
 
Shady
 
Assertive
 
Self confident
 
Analytical ability
 
Needs achievement
 
Desires res.
 
Sophisticated
 
High self regard
 
Needs authority
 
Know way of world
 
Feeling hard to hurt
 
Curious
 
Interested in app. 
Hides emotion 
Item
 
17
 
38
 
21
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10
 
56
 
13
 
70
 
63
 
. 5 ■ ■ 
69
 
60
 
27
 
28
 
49
 
89
 
59
 
12
 
31
 
79
 
73
 
29
 
61
 
24
 
14
 
40
 
23
 
71
 
19
 
92
 
58
 
50
 
57
 
■ 3
 
87
 
76
 
77
 
74
 
30
 
82
 
66
 
26
 
41
 
34
 
■ 	 54
 
78
 
■:;iv: „­
18
 
72
 
1
 
-.33
 
-.23
 
.07
 
-.21
 
-.11
 
-.43
 
.19
 
-.28
 
-.06
 
.08
 
.11
 
.20
 
.18
 
-.05
 
.03
 
-.04
 
.06
 
.09
 
-.18
 
-.10
 
-.03
 
-.28
 
.04
 
.18
 
.02
 
-.05
 
.22
 
.28
 
.10
 
.18
 
.44
 
.13
 
.20
 
-.32
 
.21
 
.32
 
.21
 
.36
 
.27
 
-.10
 
•• .22
 
.10
 
.12
 
-.01
 
.28
 
.17
 
.13
 
.02
 
.02
 
2 3
 
.56 .24
 
.55 .06
 
.55 -.01
 
.55 .02
 
.54 -.08
 
.53 .02
 
.52 -.06
 
.45 -.08
 
.45 .20
 
.44 -.05
 
-.38 .28
 
.38 -.09
 
.35 .27
 
.35 .21
 
.34 -.24
 
.29 .17
 
-.22 .21
 
.19 .06
 
.14 .65
 
.17 .61
 
.21 .57
 
.24 .56
 
-.06 .55
 
-.18 .52
 
-.02 .50
 
.18 .49
 
.00 .48
 
-.07 .47
 
-.07 .47
 
-.33 .46
 
-.10 .45
 
-.18 .45
 
-.29 .45
 
.29 .45
 
.05 .44
 
-.20 .44
 
-.33 .44
 
-.22 .43
 
-.19 ,43
 
.25 .42
 
.03 .41
 
-.07 .38
 
-.01 .38
 
.11 .38
 
.02 .37
 
-.27 .35
 
.03 .32
 
-.02 .30
 
.07 .18
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Factor Analysis
 
Scheins' 92—Item Descriptive Index
 
Revised Scale
 
Factors Corrected Item 
Item 1 2 3 Total Correli 
Aware of Feelings .79 -.17 .06 .75 
Helpful .76 .12 -.04 .72 
Kind .75 -.00 -.05 .66 
Humanitarian .75 -.02 .12 .69 
Understanding .70 -.05 -.00 .69 
Cheerful .67 .06 -.07 .62 
Grateful .66 .12 .20 .61 
Desire Friendship .65 .21 .07 .62 
Courteous .62 -.15 .08 .57 
Creative .61 -.08 .18 .56 
Generous .57 .08 .03 .58 
Sympathetic .56 -.05 -.10 .50 
Objective .54 -.10 .17 .48 
Modest .54: .18 .06 .48 
Sentimental .54 .14 .08 .53 
Tactful .54 -.28 .17 .45 
Sociable .53 .02 .19 .52 
Pleasant surrounding .52 .11 -.01 .44 
Intelligence .51 -.23 .25 .46 
The following items were deleted from scale 1:
 
Selfish, self controlled. Logical, Prompt Emotionally
 
stable. Intuitive, Competent, Wants material rewards.
 
Separate feeling and ideas. Neat, Leadership ability. Speedy
 
recovery from emotional disturbances. Not conceited.
 
Adventurous, Obedient, and Consistent.
 
Passive .07 .66 -.16 .57
 
Wavering .01 .65 .07 .61
 
Procrastinator -.17 .63 -.05 .60
 
Deceitful -.39 .58 .02 .50
 
Easily influenced .12 .58 -.01 .50
 
Timid .09 .57 -.06 .52
 
Exhibitionist -.08 .56 .26 .54
 
Devious -.33 .49

.56 .24
 
Vulgar -.23 .55 .06 .51
 
Frivolous .07 .55 -.01 .52
 
Hasty -.21 .55 .02 .51
 
Uncertain -.11 .54 -.08 .46
 
Submissive .19 .52 -.06 .42
 
Nervous -.28 .45 -.08 .46
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 Revised Scale (con.t) 
Factors Corrected Item 
Item 1 2 3 Total Correlation 
Needs social app. -.06 .45 .20 .32 
The following items were deleted from scale 2:
 
Bitter, Quarrelsome, Decisive,Reserved, Talkative,
 
Needs security. Shy, Demure, Not aggressive, Avoids
 
controversy, and Fearful
 
Competitive
 
Dominant
 
Authoritative
 
Forceful
 
Ambitious
 
Vigorous
 
Frank
 
Aggressive
 
Persistent
 
Direct
 
Independent
 
Firm
 
Industrious
 
-.18
 
-.10
 
-.03
 
-.28
 
.04
 
.18
 
.02
 
-.05
 
.22
 
.28
 
.10
 
.13
 
.20
 
.14
 
.17
 
.21
 
.24
 
-.06
 
-.18
 
-.02
 
.18
 
.00
 
-.07
 
-.07
 
-.18
 
-.29
 
.65 .57
 
.61 .52
 
.57 .53
 
.56 .49
 
.55 .45
 
.52 .43
 
.50 .44
 
.49 .45
 
.48 .41
 
.47 .43
 
.47 .43
 
.45 .42
 
.45 .34
 
The following items have been deleted from scale 3:
 
Self reliant, Well informed, Needs power. Skill in
 
business. Shady, Assertive, Self confident,Analytical
 
ability. Needs achievement. Desires responsibility.
 
Sophisticated, High self regard. Needs authority. Know way
 
of the world. Feelings hard to hurt. Curious, Interested in
 
appearance. Hides emotion
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